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REMARKS 

si equests ret lei £ of the present ap n * he 

hat fo s 1-29 were o r < s s ' su t ( *0-49 are curre >ending 

in this application. 

I. Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. $ 102 Based on Chiang 

On page 2 of the Office Action, Claims 30-32, 34-37, 39, 40, 42-44, 46, 47 and 49 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Patent No, 6,813,266 
0 ria oy \; vcdaih l -es I i- .Uu < >i 

A. Chiang does not teach the claimed "initiating a transmission of the first portion 
of the first frame info a shared communications channel," "wherein the first portion is less 
than a frame length." 

traasmfesion of the 1 )o n rst frame 

into a shared communications channel" "wherein the first portion is less than a frame length." 
Claims 39 and 47, although different in scope, contain a similar element, in the latest Office 
Action, the Examiner did not Indicate where Chiang disclosed this element, in the previous 
Office Action dated October 1, 2009, the Examiner cited to column 7, lines 40-48 of Chiang as 
disclosing this feature. On page 4 of the October 1 , 2009 Office Action, the Examiner assorted 
that "the frame portions are transmitted from the queued Applicant respectfully disagrees that 
Chiang teaches the claimed element of 'Initiating a transmission of the first portion of the first 
rame uto $ icon c t ns i s 'wherein the in t io k n rame 
length" 

Column 7, lines 40-48 of Chiang provides: 

The rules checker 40 outputs the forwarding descriptor including 
the port vector and the frame pointer into the port vector FIFO 56. 
The port vector is examined by the port vector FIFO 56 to 
determine which particular output queue should receive the 
ssoc et j nc ointe ic port ecto iF< 56 p ees the me 
pointer into the top of the appropriate queue 58 and/or 68. This 
queues the transmission of the frame. 
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g sc ses les check th f + o \ rds desci ptoi fronnath a que 
F he porl > manned n he desc pto information >e ex lined to detc dnev> cJ 
buffers should receive the frame pointer. Applicant submits that forwarding descriptor 
information to a queue or forwarding a frame header to a queue is not the same as the claimed 
"initiating a transmission of the first portion of the first frame into a shared communications 
channel/" "wherein the first portion is less than a frame length A (Emphasis added). 

Column 8, line 10 provide in pun: 

... The frame pointers stored in the FIFO-type output queues 58 are 
o < v ! r U i< ^ ->om 

point in time, the frame pointer reaches the bottom of an output queue 58. for example, 

t transmit MAC 72c Fh< 
Uansm gal \ 40 take\ Ae ir.v " iter -mu tl e eene \ i ■> po 

output queue 58A as sta t ! - n i - v* 1 er 80 to n le ! tie d t from the 
extei s u m y 3 at the memo local oi > > cs ied 1 i ame pointc t he scheduk 
80 schc - v 1 i h ' he dequeuin ogk >o le ii \n mi 

gigabit port 24b to initiate a DMA read. In response to the grant, the dequeuing logic 70 
reads the frame data (along the read bus 69h"m a DMA transaction from the location in 
ewon . • * 1 v Inane po mu, «md stores the frame data in the 

internal transmit FIFO for transmission by the transmit gigabit MAC lie, . . . 

(Emphasis added). 

Thus, Chiang discloses that the dequeuing logic use the frame pointers stored in the FIFO 
queues to retrieve all of the frame data for a particular frame from the external memory. The 
entire frame data is then stored in an internal transmit FIFO buffer tor transmission by the 
g nbt C \e ^ j . i i n v ' w - \ x i 

Chiang never discusses transmitting a portion of a frame. In addition, Applicant submits that 
transmitting the entire frame data is not the same as the claimed "initiating a transmission of 
the first portion of the first frame into a shared communications channel A "wherein the first 
m is les urn nphasis led 

in regards to the Examiner's comment that "the frame portions arc transmitted from the 
queued' Applicant respectfully disagrees. As shown above, the dequeuing logic 76 stores the 
entire frame data in the internal transmit FIFO. Applicant submits that storing the entire frame 
data is not the same as the claimed "initiating a transmission of the first portion of the first 
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frame into a shared communications channel," "wherein the first portion is less than a frame 
Ided 

c ssedaix \ppiic i spc h rc v.vss ^ drawa o 
the rejection of independent Claims 30. 39, and 47. In addition, Applicant respectfully requests 
withdrawal of the rejection for the remaining pending elairns, each, of which depend upon one of 
the independent claims. 

li Chiang does not teach the claimed "responsive to initiating the transmission, 
receiving at the lower medium access control entity a second portion of the first framed' 

i :iaira 3i : recites in part "responsive to initiating the transmission, receh mg a; the lower 
median v mtrol € ^~ portion of the first frame ( ns 3' d 47 altho? i 

different in scope, contain a similar element. In the latest Office Action, the Examiner did not 
moiccc »\ \ v- v m w wo tins element. In the previous Office Action dated October 1 . 
2009 on page 4, the Examiner cited to col. 8. lines 62-65 as disclosing this claimed element. The 
Examiner asserted that "the data frames are processed using pipelining." Applicant respectfully 
sagrec ,f Jg disc-lost esponsi s it - I eceix ! e lowe 

medium access control entity a second portion of the first frame." 

Column 8, lines 62-65 of Chiang provides: 

The present invention is directed to the interna! rules checker 40 
< \ , o io p.rmOde ingi S v nghput bs 

g < I ran id pipelining access 
the an IRC address table. 
Thus, Chiang is directed to providing high data throughput through pipelining the 
processing of data frames. As such. Applicant agrees with the Examiner's statement that Chiang 
discloses that "the data frames are processed using pipelining." Applicant, however, submits that 
pipe'mm' ^ lot tov aiunnu.t i -ed i esponsi ve to i tiati gthc 5 smiss t receiving at 
the lower medium access control entity a second portion of the first frame." 

Chiang is directed to a "network switch" that uses decision making logic that "employs a 
pipelined architecture that enables multiple data frames to be processed simultaneously to 
increase data throughput." See Abstract, emphasis added. Chiang also provides that "T he 
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decision making, engine is designed in a pipepli.ued, modular fashion so that multiple frames 
may be processed simultaneously." See Col. 2. lines 3-5. emphasis added. ( Ihiang further 
provides that "The decision making engine also includes a plurality of logic engines with each of 
the logic engines configured to process a different respective data frame simultaneously 
with each other logic engine.' 5 See Col. 2, lines 29-32, emphasis added. Thus. Applicant, 
submits that the pipeline limitation of Chiang is directed towards processing multiple data 
frames- simultaneous!} is not d> v <. ! \ \ t „ 

5 es sum _^ > i i c s i r he da esponsivc t< 

initiating the transmission, receiving at tire lower medium access control entity a second portion 
of the first frame.''' 

at east se reasons discussed above. Applicant respoctfu y requests withdraw? ol 
the rejection of independent Claims 30, 39, and 47. hi addition, Applicant respectfully requests 
withdrawal of the rejection for the remaining pending claims, each of which depend upon one of 
the independent chums. 

C Chiang does not teach the claimed "upon completion of the transmission of the 
first portion of the first frame, transmitting the second portion of the first frame into the 
shared communications channel," 

( i re es in part upot 1 p > i < st portion of the 

first frame, transmitting the second portion of the first frame into the shared communications 
channel. Claims 40 and 47 ; although different in scope, contains a similar element, in the latest 
Office Action, the Examiner did not indicate where Chiang disclosed this element, in the 
previous Office Action dated October 1 , 2009 on page 4, the Examiner cited to col 8, lines 62- 
>5 s s v s i hs i element. The Examiner assert hat '"the data frames 

see sed us >ipe ning applicant respect i f i i 

completion of the transmission of the first portion of the first frame, transmitting the second 
portion of the first Came into the shared communi cations channel C 

As noted above in section HIT Applicant submits that the pipelining limitation of Chiang 
is directed towards processing multiple frames simultaneously. Applicant submits that 
processing multiple frames simultaneously is not the same as transmitting a portion of a first 
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frame and then. "upon, completion of the transmission of the first portion of the first frame, 
' (, s 1 port or o 1 re first frame into the shared communications channel, ' 

eas xso liscu sed ? e, Applicant respec y re ests withe 

the rejection of C laims 32 40 and 47 In addition. Applicant respectful!) requests withdrawal of 
erej ! > e k ! c us 48 and 49 which depend upon Claim A 

II, Claim Reject ions Under 35 li.S.C. S 103(albagedoa Chiang m view of Barbas 

On page 5 of the Office Action. Claims 37 and 46 are rejected under 35 li.S.C. 103(a) as 
allegedly being obvious over Chiang in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,256,315 CBarbas"). 
\o • v v. i v. ^ n - ,\ s c Li 4 

Gain epends upon Claim 30. i i 6 ultimately depends upon « aim 

39. As such, Applicant submits thai Claims 37 and 46 are allowable for the reasons articulated 
in section I above. For at least the reasons discussed above in section {, Applicant respectfully 
requests withdrawal of the rejection of Claims 37 and 46. 

ill- Allowable Subject Matter 

On page 6 of the Office Action, the Examiner states that Claims 33, 38, 41, 45 and 48 are 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all the limitations of the base claim and any 
itervenin laims. Applk haul ! i r i ith e a! ability of these 
claims. 

IV. Conclusion 

Applicant believes that the present application is now in condition for allowance. 
OwurahC reconsideration ot the jpphcailon as amended is respeeifuih requested. 

te Examiner is ino itet contact tl undersignet ( - e > in s felt it 
telephone interview would advance the prosecution of the present ippiication 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional tees which may be 
required regarding this application under 37 OCR. §§ CI 6-1 .17, or credit any overpayment, to 
Deposit Account No, 1 9-074 L Should no proper payment he enclosed herewith, as by the credit 
card payment instructions in EFSAVeb being incorrect or absent, resulting in a rejected or 
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incorrect credit card transaction, the Commissioner is authorized to charge the unpaid amount to 
Deposit Account No. 1 9-074 L If any extensions of time are needed for timely acceptance of 
pape ibs.rd.ti ! )licant bereb> lion for such extensio cie C.F.R. §1.136 

and authorizes payment of any such extensions tees to Deposit Account "No. 19-0741, 

lespi. ly sub 



Date dm * 

FOLEY &LARDNER LLP 
Customer Number : 23524 
Telephone: (608) 258-4292 
Facsimile: (608) 258-4258 



By // "'^\jd:^m2ti::::i 

Paul S. Hunter 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 44,787 
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